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Response to Amendment and Arguments 

1 . Applicant's amendment filed May 23, 2007, has been entered and made of record. 

2. Regarding the rejection of claim 14 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, the Applicant 
argues (pages 12-13 of the Remarks) citing MPEP 2164.01 to require that the Examiner must 
show "specific technical reasons" of how the specification lacks of enablement. As disclosed in 
the previous Office Action, the Examiner has clearly indicated the claimed limitation (specific 
technical reason) "average means for averaging values of the first pixel and the second pixel 
when the numerical similarity is high in the numerical means, and for not averaging the first 
pixel value and the second value when the determined similarity is low." is not supported in the 
original specification and thus does not provide a sufficient information to inform one or the 
ordinary skill in the art to make and use the claim invention. Thus, it is the Applicant's burden 
to show the exact citation (page number and line number) in the specification for the support for 
the limitation. 

3. Applicant's arguments, see Remarks, filed 05/23/2007, with respect to the rejection(s) of 
claim(s) 1-3, 6-7, and 1 1-13 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, 
a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Masumoto et al. U.S. Patent 7,046,833. 

The Examiner believes that all the arguments of the Applicant have been properly 
addressed and explained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
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pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 1-5, 7-8, 10-11, 14, and 33-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, 
as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

Regarding independent claims 1, 2 and 33, there is no support of the limitation "decision 
means for deciding a similarity between a first pixel and a second pixel of an image based on a 
plurality of images obtained by photographing an identical subject at different times" found in 
the original disclosure. The Applicant is required to show the exact citation (page number and 
line number) for the support of this limitation. 

Regarding claims 5, 14 and 34, the original disclosure does not show the support of how 
the limitation "average means for averaging values of the first pixel and the second pixel when 
the numerical similarity is high in the numerical means, and for not averaging the first pixel 
value and the second pixel value when the determined similarity is low" is not supported in the 
original specification and thus does not provide a sufficient information to inform one or the 
ordinary skill in the art to make and use the claim invention. Thus, it is the Applicant's burden 
to show exact citation (page number and line number) in the specification for the support of the 
limitation. 

For claim 11, there is no support found for the claimed limitation "wherein the first image 
is obtained by subjecting the image to averaging processing with the average means and the 
second image is obtained by subjecting the image to processing different from the averaging 
processing." 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 1-3, 7-8, 10-1 1 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Masumoto et al. U.S. Patent No. 7,046,833. 

Regarding claim 1, Masumoto teaches an image processing apparatus (abstract and 
column 2, lines 47-60) comprising: 

Decision means for deciding a similarity (correlation between pixels) (column 6, line 1 1) 
between a first pixel and a second pixel of an image based on a plurality of images obtained by 
photographying an identical subject at different times (the process of capturing the liver region of 
the first time phase and the second time phase) (column 6, lines 11-18); 

Average means for subjecting the first pixel and the second pixel to weighted averaging 
on the basis of a decided result by the decision means (column 10, lines 29-31 and column 7, 
lines 50-52). 

Regarding claim 2, as discussed in claim 1, Masumoto further teaches an image 
processing apparatus comprising: 
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Numerical means for giving a weight which is determined by the similarity between the 
first pixel and the second pixel decided by the deciding means (generate metric CT values of 
pixels) (column 5, lines 22-28); and 

Average means for subjecting values of the first pixel and the second pixel to weighted 
averaging by using the weight numerically given (column 10, lines 29-31 and column 7, lines 
50-52). 

For claim 3, Masumoto also teaches an image processing apparatus wherein the average 
means obtains a new pixel value concerning the first pixel, as a weighted average of a plurality 
of pixels (average value vector) (column 6, lines 30-43). 

For claim 7, Masumoto also discloses the image processing apparatus wherein the 
plurality of images are obtained in such a way that the identical subject is photographed at 
different photographing conditions by employing the imaging equipment (liver region images 
being captured at different times) (column 6, lines 1 1-18). 

Regarding claim 8, please refer back to claim 7 for further teachings and explanations. 

Referring to claim 10, Masumoto teaches an image processing further comprising: 

Means for comparing a first vector constructed by arraying corresponding pixel values of 
the plurality of images in coordinates of the first pixel, and a second vector constructed by 
arraying corresponding pixel values of the plurality of images in coordinates of the second pixel 
(random variable vector of image regions) (column 6, line 30-35), 

Wherein the decision means decides the similarity between the first pixel and the second 
pixel in a predetermined one of the plurality of images (correlation between pixels) (column 6, 
lines 11-18). 
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For claim 11, Masumoto teaches the image processing apparatus further comprising 
image average means for averaging a first image and a second image (column 10, lines 29-31 
and column 7, lines 50-52), wherein the first image is obtained by subjecting the image to 
averaging processing with the average means (column 10, lines 29-31 and column 7, lines 50- 
52), and the second image is obtained by subjecting the image to processing different from the 
averaging processing (generate CT value of pixels in the differential image) (column 10, line 29). 

Regarding claim 33, please refer back to claim 1 for further teachings and explanations. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Masumoto et al. 
U.S. Patent No. 7,046,833 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Qian et al. U.S. 
Patent No. 6,195,450. 

Regarding claim 4, as discussed in previous claims, Masumoto teaches an image 
processing apparatus wherein the average means includes determination means for determining 
the weighting factor (vectors determination) on the basis of the decided result (column 6, lines 
20-43). Masumoto does not explicitly teach a multiplication means for multiplying values of the 
first pixel and the second pixel by the weighting factor. Qian further teaches an image 
processing wherein comprises a multiplication means for multiplying values of the first pixel and 
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the second pixel by the weighting factor (column 12, lines 18-22). Modifying Masumoto's 
method of image processing according to Qian would be able to able to scale pixels with a factor 
so that pixels corresponding to relative small values can have similar values to pixels' large 
values for further analysis (column 3, lines 24-30). This would improve processing and 
therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art to modify Masumoto 
according to Qian. 

10. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Masumoto et al. 
U.S. Patent No. 7,046,833 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Chaddha U.S. 
Patent No. 6,360,019. 

Regarding claim 9, Masumoto teaches the decision means decides the similarity between 
the first pixel and the second pixel in single image obtained by photographing with an image 
equipment (as explained in previous claims). Masumoto does not explicitly teach the decision 
means wherein decides the similarity between the first pixel and the second pixel by using a 
result of a comparison which is made between a vector value constructed by arraying scalar 
values of the first pixel in a single image obtained by photographing a subject with an imaging 
equipment, and a vector value constructed by arraying scalar values of the second pixel. 
Chaddha teaches an image processing (abstract) that takes input images/process image (column 
5, lines 54-59) wherein teaches a decision means to decides the similarity (matching and 
classifying pixels) (column 9, lines 1-40) between the first pixel (left pixel) (column 9, lines 1- 
40) and the second pixel (right pixel) (column 9, lines 1-40) by using a result of a comparison 
which is made between a vector value (column 9, lines 14-18) constructed by arraying scalar 
values (column 11, lines 19-24) of the first pixel in a single image obtained by photographing a 
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subject with an imaging equipment, and a vector value constructed by arraying scalar values of 
the second pixel (column 11, lines 19-24 and column 12, lines 45-54). Modifying Masumoto's 
method of processing image according to Chaddha would be able to utilize vector and scalar 
values in deciding similarity of pixels. This would improve processing because it would create a 
codebook so that the matching and comparing pixels can be pre-computed and can be easily 
mapped (column 4, lines 28-55) and therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary 
skill in the art to modify Masumoto according to Chaddha. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

1 1 . Claims 14 and 34 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 1st paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

Conclusion 

12. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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Contact Information 



13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian Q. Le whose telephone number is 571-272-7424. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 A.M - 5:30 P.M. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew Bella can be reached on 571-272-7778. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Brian Le 
July5, 2007 



